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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
05/27/09 has been entered. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 7-15 are pending for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 
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MPEP 21 64.01 establishes the analysis required to determine whether the filed 
disclosure contains sufficient information regarding the subject matter of the claims as 
to one skilled in the art to make and use the claimed invention without undue 
experimentation. The factors to be considered to determine whether any necessary 
experimentation is undue, also known as The Wand factors, see In re Wands, 858 F. 2d 
737, 8 USPQ2d 1400, 1404 (Fed. Cir. 1988) include, but are not limited to: 

(A) The breadth of the claims; 

(B) The nature of the invention; 

(C) The state of the prior art; 

(D) The level of one of ordinary skill; 

(E) The level of predictability in the art; 

(F) The amount of direction provided by the inventor; 

(G) The existence of working examples; and 

(H) The quantity of experimentation needed to make or use the invention based on the 
content of the disclosure. 

In Re claim 15, after analyzing the application with the above factors, the 
examiner concluded that there is no enabling disclosure of the operation of the self- 
diagnosis of the safety device. The specification and claim 15 only merely discloses the 
safety device having a self-diagnosis function, but no where in the specification or in the 
claim have disclosed any related operation step or examples of performing the self- 
diagnosis function. Based on the reason discussed above, the self-diagnosis function is 
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determined as undue experimentation, and the specification is failed to disclose 
sufficient description to convey one skilled in the art to make or use the invention. Since 
the operation of the self-diagnosis function is unknown, it is also unable to convey one 
skilled in the art to checks the operation of the self-diagnosis of the safety device. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

5. Claims 1 and 7-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fukai et al. (US 5,557,546) in view of Angst (WO 03/004397 A1 ) (Angst US 
2004/0173413 A1 is the equivalent English translation of WO 03/004397 A1 , hereinafter 
all the rejections in the following are based on US 2004/0173413 A1) and Suzuki (US 
4,998,601). 



In Re claim 1 , 9 and 12, with reference to Figures 2-3, Fukai discloses an 
elevator control apparatus (1 , 2) comprising: 
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• An abnormality monitoring portion (24) that determines whether there exists 
an abnormality in an elevator (E) based on information from a sensor (22) 
(Col 4 lines 23-54); and 

• A history information recording portion (26) that records a history of 
information (operational data of an elevator) concerning the determination by 
the abnormality monitoring portion (24) (Abstract; Col 5 lines 1-13); 

Fukai fails to disclose a speed monitoring portion that performs a comparison 
between a detected speed of the car and a set value, outputting of a signal for stopping 
a car upon detecting an abnormality, braking the car using the signal for stopping the 
car and a soundness diagnosing portion. 

However, Angst discloses a speed monitoring portion (24) that performs a 
comparison between a detected speed of the car and a set value (28: speed limit value) 
(Paragraphs [0033-0034]), sets the set value according to a position of the car (Figure 
3: the speed limit value are set on the basis of the position of the car during travel way), 
outputs a signal (Figure 9; Paragraph [0038]) for stopping a car depending on a result of 
the comparison (when overspeed condition is detected), and braking the elevator car 
using the signal for stopping the car (Paragraph [0038]). 

Nevertheless, with reference to Figure 3, Suzuki teaches a soundness 
diagnosing portion (ST 20, ST 22) that performs an automatic diagnosis on soundness 
of the abnormality monitoring portion (i.e. a command of restoring the usual operation 
when any abnormality is detected) (Col 6 line 28 to Col 7 lines 4), and it would have 
been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
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record the result of the soundness diagnosis since Fukai teaches a recording portion 
(27) is capable of recording routine inspection history (i.e. experiences of previous 
maintenance work). In addition, while Suzuki teaches the elevator system checks all 
the operation data of the elevator with respect to their own allowable value during travel 
(Col 6 lines 34-47), it would have been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to check the set value with respect to the car position to its 
own allowable value with reasonable expectation of success. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to have modified the teachings of Fukai with the 
teachings of Angst and Suzuki, since it is known in the art to apply braking system on 
an elevator upon activation signal received so that the elevator can be stopped 
immediately once an abnormality of the elevator is detected, and it is also known in the 
art to utilize soundness diagnosing portion to detect abnormal noise of an elevator 
created during an operation so as to be able to stop the operation of the elevator to 
protect passenger inside the elevator. 

In Re claim 7, Fukai teaches the history information recording portion (26) is 
capable of recording routine inspection history (i.e. operational data of an elevator are 
constantly and successively stored) (Abstract; Col 1 lines 10-33; Col 6 lines 29-37). 

In Re claim 8, with reference to Figures 1A, 2 and 3, Angst discloses the speed 
detection pattern (28) includes a constant speed section between the end portions 
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thereof; and the abnormality monitoring portion (24) compares the end portions and the 
constant speed section with the speed of the car (27). 

In Re claims 10 and 13, with reference to Figures 7-9, Angst discloses a second 
speed detection pattern (28.2, 28.3) which are higher than the speeds of said speed 
detection pattern (28.1) at corresponding car positions, wherein the abnormality 
monitoring portion (24.2) further determines whether the speed of the car exceeds a 
speed of a corresponding portion of the second speed detection pattern (Paragraph 
[0041]). 

In Re claims 1 1 and14, Angst discloses a braking device (10) which brakes the 
car in different amounts, depending on whether the speed of the car is detected to 
exceed said speed detection pattern or said second speed detection pattern (Paragraph 
[0041]). 

6. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fukai et al. (US 5,557,546) in view of Angst (WO 03/004397 A1 ) (Angst US 
2004/0173413 A1 is the equivalent English translation of WO 03/004397 A1 , hereinafter 
all the rejections in the following are based on US 2004/0173413 A1) and Suzuki (US 
4,998,601 )as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Lence Barreiro et al. (US 
2003/0000777 A1). 
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In Re claims 4 and 5, Fukai, Angst and Suzuki have been discussed above, but 
they fail to disclose the recording portion records a combination of data and the 
combination of data is accumulated for each corresponding time. 

However, Lence Barreiro teaches the combination of data is stored and 
accumulated for each corresponding time (Paragraph [0008]). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to have modified the teachings of Fukai, Angst and 
Suzuki with the teachings of Lence Barreiro, since it is known in the art to store and 
accumulate the operation data of an elevator (i.e. speed, position) so as to be able to 
determine notable event (i.e. abnormality) and recommend maintenance action 
(Paragraph [0008]). 

7. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fukai et 
al. (US 5,557,546) in view of Angst (WO 03/004397 A1) (Angst US 2004/0173413 A1 is 
the equivalent English translation of WO 03/004397 A1 , hereinafter all the rejections in 
the following are based on US 2004/01 7341 3 A1 ), Suzuki (US 4,998,601 ) and Muff et 
al. (US 2002/0070082 A1). 

In Re claim 15, with reference to Figures 2-3, Fukai discloses an elevator control 
apparatus (1, 2) comprising: 
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• An abnormality monitoring portion (24) that determines whether there exists 
an abnormality in an elevator (E) based on information from a sensor (22) 
(Col 4 lines 23-54); and 

• A history information recording portion (26) that records a history of 
information (operational data of an elevator) concerning the determination by 
the abnormality monitoring portion (24) (Abstract; Col 5 lines 1-13); 

• The system is capable of checking the operation of the self-diagnosis of the 
safety device (Col 5 lines 44-64). 

Fukai fails to disclose a speed monitoring portion that performs a comparison 
between a detected speed of the car and a set value, outputting of a signal for stopping 
a car upon detecting an abnormality, braking the car using the signal for stopping the 
car, a safety device including a braking member and an actuator portion, and a 
soundness diagnosing portion. 

However, Angst discloses a speed monitoring portion (24) that performs a 
comparison between a detected speed of the car and a set value (28: speed limit value) 
(Paragraphs [0033-0034]), sets the set value according to a position of the car (Figure 
3: the speed limit value are set on the basis of the position of the car during travel way), 
outputs a signal (Figure 9; Paragraph [0038]) for stopping a car depending on a result of 
the comparison (when overspeed condition is detected), and braking the elevator car 
using the signal for stopping the car (Paragraph [0038]). 

Nevertheless, with reference to Figure 3, Suzuki teaches a soundness 
diagnosing portion (ST 20, ST 22) that performs an automatic diagnosis on soundness 
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of the abnormality monitoring portion (i.e. a command of restoring the usual operation 
when any abnormality is detected) (Col 6 line 28 to Col 7 lines 4), and it would have 
been obvious to one having skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
record the result of the soundness diagnosis since Fukai teaches a recording portion 
(27) is capable of recording routine inspection history (i.e. experiences of previous 
maintenance work). 

Nevertheless, Muff discloses a safety device (Figure 2) including a braking 
member (26, 27) and an actuator portion (15, 31) for moving the braking member, the 
braking member being capable of moving into and away from contact with a car guide 
rail (1) (Paragraph [0023]). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to have modified the teachings of Fukai with the 
teachings of Angst, Suzuki and Muff, since it is known in the art to apply braking system 
on an elevator upon activation signal received so that the elevator can be stopped 
immediately once an abnormality of the elevator is detected, and it is also known in the 
art to utilize soundness diagnosing portion to detect abnormal noise of an elevator 
created during an operation so as to be able to stop the operation of the elevator to 
protect passenger inside the elevator, and it is also known in the art to utilize a safety 
device with an actuator for moving a braking member into contact with the guide rail so 
as to be able to brake the elevator in an emergency situation. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kawing Chan whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3909. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Walter Benson can be reached on 571-272-2227. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/BENTSU RO/ Kawing Chan 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2837 Examiner 
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